ABSTRACT: This paper presents some of the experience of two European Universities concerning regular student feedback in the area of higher education quality, which is implemented at the end of every course of a particular subject. It also presents a comparison between survey questionnaires at Linnaeus University, Sweden in Machine Design courses, at the Mechanical Engineering Department, where such feedback has been applied during the last fifteen years, and the existing experience in the same field at the Department of Machine Sciences, Machine Elements, and Engineering Graphics at the University of Ruse, Bulgaria. Conclusions are made on the necessity of providing students with regular opportunity to take part in quality management in higher education.
INTRODUCTION
Formal student feedback is about different strategies and methods to, systematically, invite the students to give their opinions about the teaching they are participating in. The intention is to promote a dialogue between lecturers, the institute, and students about the learning and teaching in aims to insure the quality of teaching, learning and learning environment [2] .
The student feedback makes the lecturer reflect on his/her own teaching and the students to reflect on their study efforts.
The result of the formal student feedback, i.e. the result of the written course evaluation forms depends on the type of question in the questionnaire forms. Such questionnaires must cover all the aspects in education and should not only focus on one area. In some cultures, for example the cultures which promote the teacher for their teaching ability, for example to nominate the teacher of the year, the questions are focused mostly on the teachers' skills in the teaching area as well as his/her pedagogical skills. But the education quality does not depend only on the teachers' skills. For example, clear information in the beginning of the course regarding the course aims and goals, course schedule, types of examination, information about requirements to pass the course, ways of communication etc. are as important as the teaching itself. Teaching environment, knowledge from previous courses, studying motivation also have a huge impact on learning and, undoubtedly, on the course evaluation result.
A course evaluation is a paper or electronic questionnaire, which requires a written or selected response answer to a series of questions in order to evaluate the instruction of a given course. The term may also refer to the completed survey form or a summary of responses to questionnaires. They are means to produce useful feedback which the teacher and school can use to improve their quality of instruction. The process of (a) gathering information about the impact of learning and of teaching practice on student learning, (b) analysing and interpreting this information, and (c) responding to and acting on the results, is valuable for several reasons.
MACHINE DESIGN COURSE
EVALUATIONS AT LINNAEUS UNIVERSITY, SWEDEN The idea of evaluations in education reached Sweden in the early 1960s, and it became very important within the pedagogy and sciences areas very soon [4] . That means the student feedback as a form of course and program evaluation has been applied in higher education in Sweden for at least five decades. The methods and process of education evaluation has been improved during this period. Nowadays there are many different types of questionnaires for different purposes. The process and the way of evaluating applications are as important as the evaluation form itself.
There are some different course evaluation forms/ questionnaires at Linnaeus University (LNU) where every instructor (teacher) is free to select the form which is most convenient for his/her course. The instructors are also free to add, omit, or change elements in the questionnaire. There are also possibilities to accomplish the evaluation electronically or on paper. Only the paper form has been used in evaluation of the Machine Design courses since the engineering education started at LNU. This form is divided into two parts, in the first part the student will give marks (from 1 to 5) for different statements, where (1) means bad or low and (5) means excellent or high. The second part contains a number of questions which can be answered by written text. Table 1 shows some of the questions from the first part of the form. The first question "In your opinion, was the course held according to the course syllabus" is added to the form by the course examiner (who is one of the authors of this article). The reason for adding this question is to find out if the students feel that the course has followed the content of the course syllabus. The course syllabuses are legal documents, approved by the school board, regulating the course contents. The entire course syllabuses at Linnaeus University are available on the university website both in Swedish and English. It is also important to know students' opinion regarding the course literature, the work load, and the degree of course difficulty. Another important thing is to know if the instructor has managed to stimulate the students to become interested in the subject. Table 1 . Some of the questions in the first part of the evaluation form.
Other questions from the first part are if the student feels the "lectures/exercises" and "Design project" to be relevant and/or interesting. What is not described in the form is what is meant by "relevant". It can mean relevant for the subject itself, but it can also mean relevant to the profession. In this case the first statement is the true one. The first part does also contain questions about the teaching rooms, lab equipment, computers etc. Table 2 . Some more questions in the first part of the evaluation form. As mentioned above, the process of the course evaluation is also of big importance. The evaluations are accomplished at the end of each course but before the exams. The School of Engineering at LNU uses the quarter system for their education. That means the academic year is divided into four quarters. Two parallel courses are taught during each quarter with an examination week in the end. Since the students start new courses directly after the examination week, the written course evaluation is done at the end of the course, usually during the last meeting, but before the exams. This result on students' opinion regarding the examinations is not included in their answers. When the written evaluation is accomplished and collected, it is put together by a third party, usually a student from another class. It is very important that the third part is neither a course student nor a course teacher. When the evaluation result has been put together, it will be sent to the course examiner. The course examiner has to go through the result to analyse it and to write his/her comment. If there are more teachers involved in the course, then all the teachers have to look through and analyse the result together and to make own comments. Usually if the result is good, no action have to be taken, but if there any parts of the course or the teaching which students are not satisfied with, then the examiner (together with the involved teachers) has/have to write an action plan and present it to the head of department. The first part of the evaluation form, where the mean mark of each post is calculated, is giving an indication of if the students are in general satisfied, less satisfied or not satisfied with the different statements. The second part is giving more accurate answers where the eventually negative things in a course are highlighted. Usually a mean grade of 3 or higher is acceptable for each post. Negative comments done by few students are usually discussed and the class to find out if there are any misunderstanding and or to see if more students will agree with that. But low grades and/or negative answers and comments will lead to changes in the course and/or in teaching methods after discussions with the involved class and the head of the department (or the person who is responsible for the education quality in the department or school). The students' adviser will always be involved in such discussion when the course evaluation result is bad and actions have to be taken. In all the situations, the course examiner has to go through the evaluation result with the actual class and discuss all the negative and positive parts of the result. There must also be an action plan for the next time the course will be given in case there are massive of negative critic. That plan must also be presented for the new students in the beginning of the course. It is compulsory to accomplish evaluations in all of the courses and programs at Linnaeus University. The evaluation results are public documents and must be available to read for everyone. A copy of the result must be sent to the school secretary for archive and a copy to the student union as well as to the program director. In the spirit of modern times, a system of quality assessment was built in Bulgarian universities. At the University of Ruse "Angel Kanchev" (RU) standards and guidelines have been adopted for quality assurance in European higher education.
The system of quality management is open to students as they are the main users of the services offered by the university. Quality is a complex concept and in its broad sense it is an integral feature of the overall student life. The main part of the quality management system in Ruse University is to seek feedback from students through examining their views on the quality of teaching and administrative services. There has been a practice of conducting surveys at the university level, but very rarely surveys have been applied at the department and subject level. Studying and exchanging experience with leading European universities, where regular feedback from students at the end of each course has become routine, a survey is carried out with students in courses taught at the Department of Machine Science, Machine Elements and Engineering graphics.
Creating the survey was considerably assisted by a colleague from Linnaeus University, Sweden -Samir Koshaba who provided us with surveys, developed by himself and also shared his experience in implementing these surveys at Linnaeus University. Based on the research experience of our colleagues Erwin Smet and Emiel Billiet from KdG University, Antwerp, Belgium, some of the questions were formulated. In 2009 prof. Dobreva formulated a questionnaire with a brief outline in order to obtain feedback from the students at Mechanical and Manufacturing Engineering Faculty about the quality of the following subjects, which prof. Dobreva leads: -Machine Elements -part 1 -Machine Elements -part 2 -
Project in Machine Elements
This survey and its results are described and analyzed in [4] . The Department of Machine Science, Machine Elements and Engineering graphics is responsible for leading these courses: -Projection geometry and engineering graphics, parts 1 and 2; -Engineering Graphics, parts 1 and 2; -Technical Documentation; -Fundamentals of Design; -Machine elements -part 1 -Machine elements -part 2. They are held to students in the first, second and third year studying the field of "Mechanical Engineering". The number of students taught is as follows: 167 -year one, 170 -year two and about 150 -year three. The objective of a compound questionnaire is to obtain current information about students` perspective on the quality of lectures given at the department, concerning both -the content and the quality of presenting the teaching material. The survey consists of:
1. Introductory-constructive section; 2. Questionnaire. The introductory-constructive section, contains notes when and where the survey was conducted, the teacher and the course about which students give their opinion. This section explains who and why conducts the survey and gives the necessary instructions and comments on the respondent's work. The questionnaire consists of 10 statements (Q1-Q10). This is the main part of the survey. The authors of the survey have sought to construct unambiguous, unbiased and productive content. The statements are indirect; they give the respondent an opportunity to express varying degrees of agreement or disagreement with the position. 5 degrees of accepting the expressed statement are available (Table  4. ). Questions concern the content of the presented teaching material, whether it is structured clearly and in a logical sequence, whether there are clear links from theory to practice, whether time scheduled for the lecture is used rationally. The statements are as follows: Table 5 . Questionnaire.
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Q1.
The lecture content is structured in a clear and logical manner.
Q2.
Educational content in the lectures is up-to-date.
Q3.
Relevant case studies illustrate theory in lectures.
Q4.
Time during lectures is used rationally.
Q5.
More teaching hours to digest and absorb the material of this course are needed.
Q6.
The lecture is presented using contemporary aids (graphics, figures, tables).
Q7.
Teacher uses clear, comprehensive academic language.
Q8.
Lecture content and its presentation are motivating and create interest in the subject.
Q9.
Lectures are necessary and sufficient basis for the practical / laboratory exercises in this course.
Q10.
Lectures are essential for good performance at the exam.
What is of particular interest for the proper preparation of curricula is the sufficient number of lectures provided and whether they include information, necessary for successful implementation of practical and laboratory work in a relevant discipline. Students are given the opportunity to express their opinion about the teacher, about how he/she has prepared the presentation and visualization, and his/her personal performance.
The survey was conducted in a written form, but may be held in electronic form as well. Due to the large number of students the survey was conducted partly (established in the stochastic-representative way), by selecting groups of different courses and subjects, listening to lecture courses lead by the Department of Machine Science, Machine Elements and Engineering graphics. Part of the survey was conducted anonymously, while the rest of the students were given the opportunity to participate openly.
After processing the survey's results, it was clear that the openness of the inquiry does not affect the ratio of responses. The survey was conducted during the second semester. Part of the students gave a review of a lecture course, already completed during the first semester, while others assessed the new lectures, being given at the moment. As a first conclusion resulting from the questionnaire, we could point out that the majority of students understand the lectures; they claim that lectures are held in a comprehensive language and in a logical sequence with material studied previously and they see their practical value. The greatest dispersion of responses is obtained in question 5.
Apparently it is difficult for students to judge the sufficiency of the hours provided for lectures, nearly 50% of the surveyed students would like an increase in the number of lecture hours and for 14% it is difficult to assess whether to support the allegation or rather vice versa. 
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5. Especially satisfying is the percentage of students -82 %, who see the direct connection between attending lectures and their achievement in a relevant discipline. Students participating in the survey show willingness and desire and realize they can contribute to improving the learning process.
CONCLUSION
The written course evaluations are not the only way of students' feedback in the education system at LNU. There are always questions during the courses if the students do understand the subject, if the teaching speed is alright, if there are any questions, etc. The students also do give feedback without been asked, usually they complain when things are not in a good way. In many cases there are also midcourse evaluations. This evaluation is accomplished orally through selecting two students as responsible for the accomplishment. The instructor leaves the students in the classroom alone for half an hour to discuss and give their opinion about the teaching and other aspects relating to the courses. The responsible students write down everything and give it to the instructor. The instructor in his/her turn has to give feedback to the students and explain how to act to improve the learning quality. The results of the survey conducted at the Department of Machine Science, Machine Elements and Engineering graphics at the University of Ruse are analyzed, the benefits and the consequent need for such inquiries are evaluated. Future surveys are planned to affect not only lectures given at the department, but also practical and laboratory courses and individual forms of training -projects and coursework. We plan to include students' opinion on being provided with literature and on the quality of administrative services in the department. We appreciate that it is good practice to conduct such inquiries as an integral part of course completion. It is particularly useful for us as a department to benefit from the extensive research experience of universities who have done this for more than five decades.
